This study aims to investigate the role of corrective feedback and negotiation of meaning within an Interactionist Approach (Long, 1996) in native speaker-Second Language learner and L2 learner-L2 learner interactions. While negotiation of meaning (NoM) and corrective feedback (CF) between native and nonnative speakers has been shown to be helpful for the nonnatives, it remains unclear whether CF and NoM between learners of equivalent or different proficiency produce greater negotiation of meaning and successful uptake of corrective feedback compared to the more traditional native-nonnative interaction. The key issue in this study is whether CF and NoM in different interactional combinations of interlocutors make a difference, in quantitative and qualitative terms. The study adopts a pretest-treatment-posttest design with six participants: two native English speakers, two Chinese L1 NNSs of high English proficiency level (NNS High) and two Chinese L1 NNSs of low English proficiency level (NNS Low). These informants generated 14 different dyads and produced 2377 turns while engaging in task-based interaction. By introducing the notions of group (i.e., NS-NNS versus NNS-NNS groups), combinations (e.g., NS-NNS High versus NNS High-NNS Low), and dyads, it is possible to compare results across groups, combinations and individuals. Results confirm that CF and NoM happen in NNS-NNS interaction yet they differ, qualitatively and quantitatively, according to the type of combination. Significantly, the best rate of success was obtained in the combination of learners with different proficiency levels i.e., the NNS High-NNS Low combination. In addition, error rates decreased from pre-test to post-test in all learners, especially NNS Low, which lends support to the notion that CF and NoM promote second language development also in interaction between learners.
Introduction
This study investigates corrective feedback (CF) and negotiation of meaning (NoM) occurring in the interaction in English between: 1) native speaker (NS) and second language (L2) learner; 2) two L2 learners of the same proficiency level and; 3) two L2 learners of different proficiency levels. The current study is conducted within the interaction approach (Long 1996 , Gass & Mackey, 2007 and it aims to examine whether there are qualitative and/or quantitative differences among interactions involving speakers with different language proficiency. The study further investigates whether negotiated interactions promote grammatical development in L2 learners. For the last two decades in the field of second language learning and teaching, the role of interaction in language acquisition has been researched extensively (e.g., Gass, 1997; Long, 1996) . Many studies that analyzed L2 learner's interaction with native speakers found that: CF that L2 learner receives and NoM that L2 learner participates in help the learner improve his/her L2 language skills (Oliver, 1995; Pica, 1994; Sheen, 2004) . Fewer research works examined interactions between nonnative speakers (NNS) (Chiba, 2010; Mackey, Oliver, & Leeman, 2003; Varonis & Gass, 1985) while no previous studies investigated the effects of negotiation of meaning between L2 learners of different proficiency levels. Also, many studies have reported that the majority of CF/NoM in L2 learners' interaction relates to meaning consultation, rather than L2 learners' errors, (e.g. Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003) . This poses the question as to whether CF promotes L2 learner's grammar learning. Only a handful of studies (e.g., Mackey, 1999) broached this issue and the answer to this question remains unclear.
Communicative language teaching, which creates ample opportunities for a learner-centered interaction, is the most widely used teaching method since the 1980s (Richards & Rodgers, 2001) . This method has the advantage of providing ranging opportunities for L2 learners to interact with their peers and their teachers by using communicative language tasks and consequently, promoting effective language acquisition (Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983) . It is important to explore the potential for learning and development among learners themselves, particularly since most class time in communicative teaching/learning environments is devoted to learner-learner activities such as role play, pair work, simulation, language games and interactional conversation (Harmer, 2007) .
In this study, a total of six adult informants were recruited: two NSs of English and four ESL learners of Chinese first language background. Among the four ESL learners, two are at high proficiency level (International English Language Testing System (IELTS) 7.0) and the other two are at low level (IELTS 4.5) . These participants form 14 interaction dyads. CF and NoM will be examined in detail for learner-learner interaction focusing on selected grammatical items, and then their learning effect will be compared with learner-NS interaction. In order to examine the effectiveness of CF and NoM, four English grammatical phenomena are examined in this study. They are: 1) verb past tense, 2) noun plural form, 3) subject-verb agreement and 4) question constructions. Unlike other studies which tend to present aggregated results as a group (such as NS, NNS), detailed analysis of both group-wise and as an individual results will be shown. The research questions motivating this study are:
1) Does CF and NoM occur in learner-learner interaction? If so, are they comparable to native speaker (NS)-learner interaction?
2) Does CF and NoM differ qualitatively and quantitatively in different combination of interactions involving NS and different levels of ESL learners?
3) Can negotiated interaction promote grammar development in ESL learners?
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we present the theoretical background and literature review followed by the methodology in this study. Next, results and discussion are presented. The last section presents our conclusion.
Theoretical Background

Input, Interaction and Output
In second language acquisition (SLA), input, interaction and output are regarded as the three important elements of successful L2 learning (Long, 1996; Gass, 2003; Swain, 1995) . In the following, we will address these key notions which are most relevant to our study.
Input. Input plays an important and necessary role in language acquisition because it provides language-specific information for learners to interact. Many researchers investigate input from different point of views. For instance, Ellis (2002) emphasises the importance of frequency in SLA. Gass (2003) , on the other hand, believes that input provides positive evidence of what is possible within a language. Positive evidence attained from input is able to help L2 learners with their language acquisition. In addition, the negative evidence obtained through interaction, a type of information given to L2 learners about their incorrect use of an utterance either in explicit form or in implicit form, is also believed to be conducive to L2 learning. On the other hand, universal grammar (UG) approach looks at input from yet a different perspective. Schwartz (1993) , for example, argues that input, as a secondary role, interacts with an innate system affecting acquisition. We adopt Gass' (2003) view in this study. Input can be regarded as the first step to learn a second language. It provides positive evidence for learners to notice and interact. Positive evidence, which happens in the input process, consists of a set of well-formed sentences that learners are exposed to. It further provides opportunities for learners to monitor their own utterances or written words and consequently modify their input information.
Interaction. Long's (1996) updated interaction hypothesis suggests that "negotiation of meaning, and especially negotiation work that triggers interactional adjustments by the NS or more competent interlocutor, facilitates acquisition because it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways (pp. 451-452) ." Thus, negotiated interaction directs learners' attention to their nontarget like production or problematic expressions. They may notice the types and amount of differences between the languages they used and the language a native speaker used. They may also notice their gap between their intended content of the speech and their ability in expressing it, due to their lack of language knowledge. The interaction could also draw learners' attention to something new, such as a new vocabulary, grammatical item, or syntax. Now we look at CF which helps language learner to acquire the language they are learning through interaction. CF is a form-focused instruction that gives to the SL learners on their non-target like form either in speech or in writing (Li, 2010) . The purpose of providing such corrective instruction is to draw L2 learners' attention to their non-target like production and assist their L2 learning. Long (1996) defines that CF is composed of two categories. One category is explicit CF: an overt correction and metalinguistic explanation given to the learner about his/her wrong output. The other category is implicit CF, which can be divided into two components, recast and NoM. Recast refers to the target-like reformulations provided to a learner's incorrect utterance. For instance, from our data, NNS's ungrammatical utterance, "..two floors is enough" received recast, "two floors are enough".
NoM is the strategy that language users employ for communication until successful comprehension is achieved. The strategies for NoM include clarification requests, confirmation checks, comprehension checks, and repetition (Oliver, 1995) . Clarification requests are the expressions used to ask L2 learners to clarify their preceding utterances by asking a question such as, "what does it mean?". Confirmation checks refer to the expressions used by the listener to make sure that an utterance he/she heard or understood is correct. For example, a speaker might ask "do you mean …?" to confirm his/her correct understanding of the interlocutor's utterance. Comprehension checks are utterances used to check whether an interlocutor has understood. "Do you understand?" is an expression used for comprehension check. Repetitions include both the speaker and the interlocutor's exact repetitions of lexical items from their own preceding utterances within five speaking turns and they also include repetition of the other's wrong utterances (Pica & Doughty, 1985) . Output. Output, either in speaking or writing, is claimed to push L2 learners to think about the syntactic use of language (Swain, 1995) . Output, thus, has a potentially significant role in the development of syntax and morphology due to its requirement for learners to produce more comprehensible and accurate output. As a way for learners to encourage more accurate production, output forces L2 learners to contemplate with more effort on their own problematic utterances during interaction. Thus, input, interaction and output are three interrelated steps for successful L2 learning.
Previous Studies
Interactionists believe that negotiated interaction can provoke L2 learners' attention to non-target like forms, including vocabulary, morphology, or syntax, and thus promote SLA (Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Mackey, 1999 ). Li's (2010) meta-analysis has further confirmed the effectiveness of CF in SLA. Through the examination of 33 studies on the effects of CF, he found a "medium overall effect for corrective feedback and the effect was maintained over time (p. 309) ."
In addition, many studies compare the effects of different types of CF received by learners (e.g., Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 2006; Panova & Lyster, 2002; Iwashita, 2003; Philp, 2003) . Some studies suggest that learners could benefit more from explicit rather than implicit CF (e.g., Carroll & Swain, 1993; Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 2006; Kim & Mathes, 2001; Varnosfadrani & Basturkmen, 2009 ). Moreover, among the different types of implicit CF, Lyster (1998 Lyster ( , 2004 mentions that recasts, occurring after grammatical errors, assist L2 learning. This claim is further supported by studies, such as Long, Inagaki, & Ortega (1998) , Braidi (2002) , Hauser (2005) , and Nassaji (2009). Besides classroom interaction, some recent studies have investigated technology-oriented interaction between native speakers and L2 learners, such as CF and NoM through eTandem interaction (Bower & Kawaguchi, 2011; Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003) , CF via instant messenger (Sotillo, 2005) and NoM through synchronous text chat and videoconferencing (Zhao & Angelova, 2010) . All findings support the contention that CF and NoM are crucial for L2 learners.
Moreover, many researchers have investigated the effectiveness of negotiated interaction between adult NS and non-native speakers (NNS) (e.g., Brock, Crookes, Day, & Long, 1986; Nassaji, 2007; Pica, Young, & Doughty, 1987) . Oliver (1998) explores the effects of peer learning in school aged-children involving NS-NNS and NNS-NNS combinations. She found that similar to adults, children used variety of negotiation strategies during their interaction which could facilitate L2 learning, while other studies (e.g., Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Mackey & Oliver, 2002; Mackey, Oliver, & Leeman, 2003; Oliver, 2002) examine the interaction between adult NS and child NNS. Many more studies explore the interaction in learner-learner combination. For instance, Chiba (2010) investigated whether NoM differ quantitatively or qualitatively between two advanced NNSs (NNS-NNS) and a native speaker with advanced NNS (NS-NNS), interacting in Japanese. She found that NNS-NNS combination provided more opportunities of CF and NoM in comparison to NS-NNS combination. Other studies, such as Mackey, Oliver, & Leeman (2003) and Varonis & Gass (1985) show positive outcome in adult peer interaction. However, unlike our study, all adult learners recruited were from the same L2 language proficiency levels.
Furthermore, some studies explore the link between negotiated interaction and grammatical development. Mackey (1999) claims that conversational interaction facilitates L2 learners with their acquisition of English question formations. Ellis, Loewen & Erlam (2006) found that explicit feedback was more effective than implicit feedback on the acquisition of English past tense -ed. Yang & Lyster (2010) explore the effects of form-focused practice and feedback on acquisition of English regular and irregular past tense forms and found that prompts were effective in increasing accuracy. Iwashita (2003) examines the role of task-based interaction in Japanese L2 grammatical development. She concluded that implicit negative feedback had a beneficial effect on the short-term development of target grammatical structures but recasts had a larger impact. Despite the large number of studies in CF and NoM as reviewed above, there is no study to date that looks at qualitative and quantitative differences of interaction involving different proficiency levels of the L2 learner. Our study aims to fill this gap.
Methods
In order to address the three research questions presented above, we conduct a study involving six participants: two native speakers (NS) of English, and four nonnative speakers (NNS) of Chinese L1 background (two high and two low proficiency levels) forming 14 dyads (see below). Three communicative tasks are used to elicit interactional conversation to explore CF and NoM occurring in different dyads: a board game, interactional conversation and picture describing and drawing. The grammatical items focused on in this study are: noun plural forms, verb past tense, subject-verb agreement, and question formation. During their interaction, learners are instructed to provide feedback to their partners, especially on errors. More detailed instructions given to the learners are presented under Tasks below. All conversations are audio-recorded and transcribed for further analysis.
Participants. All six participants, all female, are students at the University of Western Sydney, Australia. Two participants are native speakers of English respectively undertaking Master of Social Science and Master of Teaching. The other four participants are nonnative English, Chinese L1 background so that issues of first language influences are controlled. Of the four NNSs, two of them are of high proficiency level, abbreviated as NNS (High), undertaking Master of Interpreting and Translation, which requires an IELTS score of 7.0 for UWS entry. The other two are NNS of lower proficiency level, abbreviated as NNS (Low), currently enrolled in English for Academic Preparation course level 1, which requires an IELTS score of 4.5 for enrolment. Their age range was from 18 to 28 years. The six participants in this study are represented as NS1, NS2, NNS (High)1, NNS (High)2, NNS (Low)1 and NNS (Low)2.
Groups, Combinations and Dyads
The notions of groups, combinations and dyads are used for data analysis in order to investigate performances relating to CF and NoM both as a group and individual. Most studies on CF and NoM present aggregate results as groups (such as NS, NNS, etc). By utilising the notion of groups, combinations and dyads, our study is able to show results by individuals as well as groups.
Groups. The six participants are divided into two different types of groups in terms of interaction: 1) NS-NNS and 2) NNS-NNS. The purpose of this division is to answer the first research question: whether CF and NoM occur in learnerlearner group.
Interaction Combinations. The six participants form five different interaction combinations: 1) NS-NNS (Low); 2) NS-NNS (High); 3) NNS (Low)-NNS (High); 4) NNS (Low)-NNS (Low) and; 5) NNS (High)-NNS (High). The purpose of examining different combinations is to investigate the extent and the variety of CF provided, whether the participants can notice their non-target like utterance, and whether the interaction can promote grammar learning according to different combinations. Furthermore, the purpose of NNS (Low)-NNS (High) combination is to investigate how much the NNS (Low) and the NNS (High) notice their own and their partners' non-target like utterances and whether this type of combination assists their grammar learning when they are grouped with a partner with different L2 proficiency levels. The last two combinations, NNS (Low)-NNS (Low) and NNS (High)-NNS (High), have similar purpose to the NNS (Low)-NNS (High) combination, but in this case each participant is grouped with a partner from the same L2 proficiency level.
Dyads. The six participants from 14 different dyads. The purpose of using dyads is to observe participant's linguistic behaviour individually. By analysing negotiated interaction happening in each dyad, we intend to determine the range of grammatical errors participants make, and the range of negotiation strategies they would adopt for their partners. Table 1 illustrates the relationship of groups, combinations and dyads.
Interaction Schedule. Interactions with 14 dyads are conducted over three weeks. In the first week, the learners in the same proficiency level interact with each other, i.e., NNS (Low) 1-NNS (Low)2 and NNS (High)1-NNS (High)2. Over the following two weeks, interaction sessions of remaining 12 dyads are organized. For these weeks, four learners will interact with either NS or other learners of different proficiency levels. Every learner engaged in five dyads during this period. For example, NNS (Low)1 participated in: 1) NNS (Low)1-NNS (Low)2, 2) NS1-NNS (Low)1, 3) NS2-NNS (Low)1, 4) NNS (Low)1-NNS (High)1 and 5) NNS (Low)1-NNS (High)2. The data gained Table 1 . The relationship of groups, combinations and dyads.
Group
Combination Dyad
from interaction with these 14 dyads over the three weeks will be utilised to analyse CF and NoM according to different groups/combinations. Pre-test, Treatments and Post-test Design. In order to explore whether negotiated interaction promotes grammatical development of ESL learners, this study adopts a pre-test, treatment and post-test design. The data collected in the first week will be regarded as the baseline of the four learners and will function as a pre-test. Once all dyads complete their interactions in week 2 -3 (these are the "treatment" sessions), a post-test will be conducted in week 4. The post-test involves learners of the same language proficiency level performing the interaction once again. Taking NNS (Low)1 as an example, she is asked to interact with NNS (Low)2 for the first time in week 1, and then she is involved in four sessions with two NNS (High)s and two NSs respectively in week 2 -3. In week 4, she participates in the post-test with NNS (Low)2. Her grammatical error rates from both pre-test, treatment and post-test will be compared to examine whether there is any improvement.
Tasks
Three tasks are utilized to create contexts for interaction between interlocutors. They are: 1) board game; 2) an interactional conversation and; 3) describing and drawing pictures. During interaction activities, every participant is given a new topic to ask questions about and a new picture to describe. Hence, none of the participants are exposed to the same topic or picture twice. Up to 45 minutes are required for each of the dyads to complete the three tasks.
Board game. The board game (Appendix A) aims to elicit past tense marking in the verb. This game follows a common board game procedure where two participants move a counter from the "START" to the "FINISH" by throwing a dice to decide how many spaces one can move. Between the "START" and "FINISH", a past-tense question is listed in each space. Each participant is required to read out the question on which her counter landed and answers it by using past tense forms. The participant has to provide an appropriate past tense form of the verb to answer the question, as the auxiliary verb in English question carries the tense and the verb that needs to be in the infinite form (e.g. What did you watch on TV yesterday?). The partner's duty is to provide CF when the interlocutor fails to use the correct past tense. They continue to move forward in turns, until either one reaches the "FINISH". There are 28 questions on the board game and each participant answers approximately 10 questions.
Interactional conversation. This task aims to elicit all grammatical items focused on this study, e.g., verb past tense, noun plural forms, S-V agreement and question constructions. In this task, one participant in the pair chooses a topic from 40 options and asks questions to the other. Some of the topics are: "old school days" and "your best friend". Participants are instructed to ask at least 10 questions to each other, and discover as much information from her partner in the designated three minutes. During the conversation, participants are instructed to identify the errors that their partners made, and provide CF.
Describing and drawing pictures. The third task involves describing and drawing pictures (Appendix B provides an example). Similar tasks have been used and tested in a number of research studies (Mackey, 1999; Oliver, 1995) . In this study, one of the participants in the dyad is asked to describe the pic-ture as clearly as possible, and the partner draws it, based on the verbal information provided. During the activity, they are also instructed to identify their partners' errors, and provide feedback when necessary. This task mainly elicits the grammatical items of subject-verb agreement, noun plural forms and question formations.
Data Analysis Procedure
Analysis of NoM and CF for NS-NNS and NNS-NNS groups. In order to address the first research question, this study analyses turn takings that happened between each NS-NNS and NNS-NNS groups. The definition of a turn in this study follows that provided by Di Biase (2000): an utterance made by a speaker before the other participant in the interaction produces a response. The data analysis includes total number of turns, total number of NNS turns, total number of NNS target-like turns and non-target like turns, code-switching turns, turn counts on CF and NoM, and the number of explicit CF and recasts.
To analyse turns that involve NoM, Varonis and Gass' (1985) model of NoM is adopted, which has also been used in other studies investigating similar issues (e.g., Blake, 2000; Lee, 2006; O'Rourke, 2005) . According to their model, instances of NoM consist of up to four consecutive turns as can be appreciated in Table 2 .
NoM typically involves a sequence of trigger-signal (of communication problem)-response-reaction to response in the interaction. An example of trigger, signal, response and reaction to response from the NNS (Low)1-NNS (High)1 dyad is provided in (1). As (1) of the current data shows, a NoM often happens when the Hearer encounters communication problem. The problematic utterance is called trigger and it often involves utterances containing grammatical errors, incomprehensible or ambiguous utterances. Once the Hearer notices these triggers, he/she would use strategies to solve the communication breakdown. The strategies the Hearer uses are defined as signals. Signals usually take the form of implicit CF, including NoM and recasts. Signal then leads to a response from the Speaker. The response can be a modified output or a target-like reformulation or further explanation of an ambiguous utterance. Finally, the "reaction to response" is observed, where the Hearer indicates whether or not she has understood the "response". Iwasaki & Oliver (2003) . The non-target like turns can further be divided into two categories: non-target like turns related to NNS grammatical errors, and turns unrelated to NNS grammatical errors. Grammatical errors include verb tense, articles, subject-verb agreement, plural form and question formations, etc. Non-target like turns unrelated to grammatical errors mainly include pronunciation, and lexical errors. In order to find the quantitative differences according to different combinations, the number of each combination's CF and NoM is first compared. Then, analysis comparing the number of CF related to grammar among the six combinations is conducted.
As for the qualitative differences, distribution of each CF (such as explicit CF, recast and NoM) provided to the interlocutor is examined. Further, in order to analyse which combination shows a better learning result, all the negotiation instances will be classified into successful and unsuccessful negotiation instances. A successful negotiation instance indicates that a participant notices the CF provided for her, and then she produces modified output or acknowledges a correction. On the contrary, if a participant ignores the CF or fails to notice modified output then the negotiation instance is considered to be an unsuccessful one. Furthermore, if a participant produces a wrong CF, it is also regarded as an unsuccessful negotiation instance. Examples of successful and unsuccessful negotiations from our data are offered in (2) and (3) respectively. In (2), NNS (Low)1 noticed her error on the verb tense of buy and corrected to bought after NNS (High)1's signal. In contrast, NNS (Low) failed to notice her grammatical error of there have after she received a recast from NNS (High)1 saying there are four trees in (3). She continued her interaction without successfully modifying the output.
2) Trigger: NNS (Low) 
Results
To answer Research Questions 1 and 2, that aim to investigate differences/similarities according to the groups and combinations, all data except the data from the post-test are analysed both qualitatively and quantitatively. Meanwhile, to answer Research Question 3, data from pre-and post-tests are analysed to examine whether CF has an effect on grammar learning.
Data Summary According to Two Groups
Our data according to two different groups, (i.e. NS-NNS and NNS-NNS groups) are first summarised. The turn count from each group are presented in Table 3 . The average number of turns per session (i.e., per dyad) is also listed, as numbers of dyads involved in these two combinations are different. There are eight dyads in NS-NNS group (i.e., NS1-NNS (High)1, NS1-NNS (High)2, NS1-NNS (Low)1, NS1-NNS (Low)2, NS2-NNS (High)1, NS2-NNS (High)2), NS2-NNS (Low)1 and NS2-NNS (Low)2)) and six dyads in NNS-NNS group (i.e., NNS (High)1-NNS (High)2, NNS (Low)1-NNS (Low)2, NNS (High)1-NNS (Low)1, NNS (High)1-NNS (Low)2, NNS (High) 2-NNS (Low)1 and NNS (High)2-NNS (Low)2)). The NS-NNS group produced 1322 turns in total (165.3 turns per session) while NNS-NNS group produced 1055 turns in total (175.8 turns per session). Hence, the NNS-NNS group produced slightly more turns per session than the NS-NNS group to perform the same tasks. Table 4 displays breakdown of NNS turns. In the NS-NNS group, the total of 661 NNS turns are divided into 595 target-like turns (90%) and 66 non-target like turns (10%). On the other hand, the total number of NNS target-like turns in NNS-NNS group is 875 (83%) and the number of non-target like turns is 136 (13%). Code-switching occurred only with NNS-NNS group, with a percentage of 4%. Table 5 presents the frequency of CF happened during interaction by group. In the NS-NNS group, there are 21 instances of CF on grammar error (session average 2.6), 17 instances of other errors (session average 2.1) and 51 instances of meaning consultations (session average 6.4). On the other hand, in the NNS-NNS group, CF on grammar error, on other errors and on meaning consultations are 34 (session average 5.7), 10, (session average 1.7) and 52 (session average 8.7) respectively. The NNS-NNS group interaction produced therefore more CF instances than the NS-NNS group.
In order to check whether there are any differences in interaction groups, the total number of turns devoted to explicit CF, implicit CF and unrelated to CF are quantified and displayed in Table 6 . As for the NS-NNS group, 94 out of 1322 turns are devoted to recasts (session average 11.8 turns) and 257 turns to NoM (session average 32.1 turns). Interstingly, no turns were devoted to explicit CF. The NNS-NNS, on the other hand, devoted 3 turns to explicit CF (session average 0.5 turns), 99 turns to recasts (session average 16.5 turns) and 284 turns to NoM (session average 47.3 turns). All of them are higher than those of NS-NNS group. Table 6 also presents the turn count of CF converted to every 100 turns. This conversion is necessary for 
Data Summary Concerning the Five Combinations
This subsection presents quantitative and qualitative analyses of the five different combinations. For the quantitative analysis, the number of CF items recorded from each combination is first examined. Second, the number of CF related to NNS errors (both grammar errors and other errors) and the number of CF unrelated to NNS errors, i.e., meaning consultations, is compared. For the qualitative analysis, who initiated CF and NoM in different combinations is further examined. The qualitative outcomes of CF and NoM, namely whether negotiated items are successfully taken up by the interlocutor or ignored (i.e. unsuccessful) is also analysed.
Quantitative Analysis. Table 7 summarises the number of each CF item recorded for the five different combinations. Note that NNS (Low)-NNS (Low) and NNS (High)-NNS (High) involve one dyad each, while all other combinations involve four dyads, constituting 14 dyads all together. In order to compare across the combinations, number counts per dyad are also provided. When the proficiency levels of the learners in an interaction are the same, more CF and NoM are observed with NNS (Low)-NNS (Low) (16 times) than NNS (High)-NNS (High) combinations (8 times). As for the interactions involving participants of different proficiency levels, NNS (Low)-NNS (High) scored highest with both recasts (5.5) and NoM (12.3) per dyad. Also, total number of CF was highest with NNS (Low)-NNS (High) per dyad (18.0) among the five combinations. In order to address whether NNS received CF when they produced errors, CF on errors were specifically examined.
In Table 8 , the number of all CF, including recast and NoM, received on errors and the total number of errors are listed. The number in the bracket indicates the percentage of errors that received CF. The percentages enable the comparison of NNS's opportunities of receiving CF across different combinations regardless of the number of dyads involved in each combination. For example, in NNS (Low)-NNS (Low) combination, there were 58 grammatical errors but only three errors received CF (5% of total number of errors). As for NNS (High)-NNS (High) and combinations involving NS, i.e., NS-NNS (High) and NS-NNS (Low), rates of CF on NNS errors unrelated to grammar are much higher than CF related to grammar. For example in NS-NNS (High) combination, 38% of grammatical errors received CF but it was 56% with errors unrelated to grammar. In contrast, in NNS (Low)-NNS (High), NNS (High) provided very high rate of CF on NNS (Low)'s grammatical error (i.e., 64%). Among all combinations, NNS (Low)-NNS (High) is the only combination where the rate of CF on grammatical error (64%) is much higher than CF on errors unrelated to grammar (36%). However, NNS (Low) in the same combination did not provide CF at all on NNS (High)'s grammatical errors and other errors. Qualitative analysis. In order to examine qualitative differences in the combinations involving speakers of different proficiency levels, we focused on: 1) who initiated recast and NoM and; 2) outcomes of CF in five different combinations.
Figures 2(a) and (b) show clear differences as to who initiated recast and NoM depending on the proficiency level of the interlocutor. It is interesting to observe that the speaker of higher proficiency level in all combinations consistently show higher frequencies of initiating recasts than the speakers of lower level while this observation is reversed with NoM. For example, in NNS (Low)-NNS (High) interaction, each participant initiated recast 0 and 22 time respectively. In the same interactional combination, NNS (Low) and NNS (High) initiated NoM 29 and 20 times respectively. When examining the obtained data, the less proficient speaker in a combination actively asked questions to clarify the interlocutor's utterances while the more proficient speakers tried not to disturb the flow of conversation. In order to attract the less proficient speaker's attention without disrupting the conversation flow, the more proficient speaker were more likely to use recast as a strategy to correct the errors in the interlocutor's utterance. In this way, the more proficient speaker avoided imposing additional burden on the less proficient speaker to clarify her ambiguity in speech. This shows a clear qualitative difference in the initiation of CF according to the level of proficiency of the speaker. Table 9 presents outcomes of CF in the five combinations. It is evident that NNS (Low)-NNS (High) combination has the highest success rate (74%) followed by NS-NNS (Low) combination (69%), and then NS-NNS (High) (66%), NNS (High)-NNS (High) (50%). NNS (Low)-NNS (Low) combination follows well behind (25%). This suggests that NNS (Low) NNS (Low) interaction may not provide an effective linguistic environment for language learning.
Grammatical Development through Corrective Feedback
This sub-section focuses on whether negotiated interaction on errors leads to grammar learning in L2 learners. We showed above that most CF involved in the interactional sessions were on meaning consultation rather than on errors. One might ask whether this means that CF on grammar errors plays a trivial role for L2 learners in their grammar development. First we examine L2 learners' grammatical errors and CF on their errors individually over pre-test and treatment period where all 14 dyads were activated. Note that every learner engaged in five dyads during this period. In Table 10 , the frequency counts and percentages of all CF received on errors are summarised. We found that the two NNS (Low) learners shared a similar pattern and so did the two NNS (High) learners. Both NNS (Low)1 and NNS (Low)2 received the highest rate of CF on errors when they interacted with NNS (High) (70% and 62% respectively) followed by NS (17% and 27% respectively). In contrast, they received the lowest rate of CF from the other NNS (Low) (i.e., 1% and 7% respectively). NNS (Low)1 and NNS (Low)2 received CF at the rates of 32% and 34% respectively on errors in total through five dyads. On the other hand, the two NNS (High) learners made much smaller numbers of errors in the first place as comparison to NNS (Low) learners. Both NNS (High) learners received CF on errors by 38% respectively from NS while they received much less CF from the other NNS (High) (17% and 11% respectively). It is noteworthy that both NNS (High) received no CF from NNS (Low). Overall, the two NNS (High) learners received 24% and 18%, respectively, of CF on errors through the five dyads in which they participated. From this analysis, it has become clear that NNS (Low) benefited the most when interacting with NNS (High) while NNS (High) with NS.
Next we look at outcomes of CF on grammatical errors. According to Table 11 , although frequency counts of CF on Number of CF/number of errors (percentages). grammatical errors are not large, both NNS (Low)1 and NNS (Low)2 showed high successful uptaking rates of CF (74% and 62% respectively). As for NNS (High)1 and NNS (High)2, success rates of negotiated interaction were 50% and 75% respectively. However, given total counts of CF they received were only four each, it is reasonable to conclude that the role of CF on grammatical errors for advanced learners is much smaller than for less advanced learners. For advanced learners, CF on meaning consultation seems to be more significant. In order to investigate whether negotiated interaction promotes grammatical development, as mentioned in the methods section, our study adopted a pre-test, treatment and post-test design. Table 12 provides the frequency of each NNS's grammar errors on verb past tense, noun plural forms, S-V agreement, question constructions and other grammar errors according to pre-test and post-test. An example of "other errors" relates to the choice of definite and indefinite article. In the table the numbers before and after the slash indicate the frequency of errors and contexts respectively. Error percentages are provided in brackets.
For example, in pre-test, NNS (Low)1 created nine contexts for the past tense but failed to provide appropriate verb forms four times, i.e., 44% error rate. In post-test, the same learner did not make any errors for the eight past tense contexts produced. Thus her error rates decreased from 44% in pre-test to 0% in post-test. Both NNS (Low) improved substantially as the decrease in their error rate from pre-to post-test shows with all four grammatical phenomena investigated in this study. Especially the error rates on past tense and plural forms decreased dramatically from pre-to post-test. For example, error rates on plural forms for NNS (Low)1 decreased from 80% to 0% and NNS (Low)2 from 43% to 10% respectively. The sole exception regards S-V agreement with NNS (Low)1 which registered a 9% error rate with pre-test and 14% error rate with post-test. 1 Number of errors/number of contexts (percentage error), PRE = Pre-test, POST = Post-test.
As for the two NNS (High), their error rates were already very low at pre-test, nevertheless it also decreased across the board at post-test to reach, mostly 0%. Again there was one exception, this time with plural forms produced by NNS (High)1, which went from 7% at pre-test to 8% at post-test. Hardly a significant change. Table 13 summarises each learner's number of errors, number of contexts and error percentages for each of the all grammatical phenomena in pre-test, treatment and post-test sessions. The changes in NNS's error rates in this table are graphically represented in Figure 3 . It is evident that the two NNS (Low) made a dramatic decrease in their error rates as they progressed through the sessions.
Discussion
We organize the discussion section around our research questions.
Research question 1. Whether CF and NoM happen in learner-learner combination. According to Table 6 , total turns of the two groups, NS-NNS and NNS-NNS groups, are 1322 (session average 165.3) and 1055 (session average 175.8) respectively while turns devoted to CF, which is the sum of explicit and implicit CF in Table 6 , are 351 (27%) for NS-NNS group and 386 (37%) for the NNS-NNS group. Therefore, NNS-NNS group produced more opportunities for CF. This confirms that CF and NoM occur in learner-learner combination. The chi-square test of turn frequencies devoted to recast and NoM suggests that NS-NNS group and NNS-NNS group were not significantly different, suggesting that ESL learner's interaction with another learner provides an interactional environment comparable to interaction with a NS. This result is in line with other studies (Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Mackey & Oliver, 2002; Nassaji, 2007; Oliver, 1995 Oliver, , 1998 . Concerning the NNS-NNS groups in particular, it was found that NNS (Low) received CF more frequently when she was paired with a more competent interlocutor rather than when she interacted with NS or another learner of the same proficiency level. In the example (4), following NNS (Low)2's usage of the non-targeted utterance there have, NNS (High)2 immediately produced a reformulation there is, allowing the NNS (Low)2 to notice and correct her error. This shows that a more competent L2 speaker facilitates language acquisition for a less competent L2 speaker. 4) NNS (Low)2: and above the stove, there have a picture. NNS (High)2: There is a picture. There is. NNS (Low)2: There is. Occasionally, the NNS-NNS group may also use their native language to resolve communication problems, as observed in (5). NNS (Low)1 intended to express the word branch, however, she appears to have confused the two words branch and breach. She produced a wrong utterance, triggering NNS (Low)2 to double check the information. NNS (Low)1 then used their mutual L1, Chinese, to explain the meaning of the word. NNS (Low)2 subsequently understood the meaning of the words and continued with her drawing task. The fact NNSs can negotiate the meaning in their native language to solve communication breakdown appears to be one of the reasons why NNS(H)-NNS(L) group has a higher success rate for CF than NS-NNS(H/L). Table 7 ). Further, the only explicit CF instance was also found to occur in this combination. In addition, NNS (High) produced more recasts than NSs. For example, NNS (High) produced recasts 22 times in NNS (Low)-NNS (High) combination while NS produced recasts 15 times in NS-NNS (Low) combination (see Figure 2(a) ).
Analysis of NoM also revealed interesting qualitative differences in the outcome among different interactional combinations (see Table 9 ). The current study shows that NNS (Low)-NNS (High) combination outperformed any other combinations, with a success rate of 74%. NS-NNS (High) (66%) and NS-NNS (Low) (69%) groups followed shortly behind, while NNS (Low)-NNS (Low) (25%) group fell considerably behind. Varonis and Gass (1985) found that more NoM occurs in NNS-NNS interaction than in NS-NS or NS-NNS interactions. The current study further suggests that NNS (High)-NNS (Low) provides the best opportunities for NoM. Further, it shows that more competent speakers were more likely to initiate recasts while less competent speakers tend to initiate NoMs. Long (1996) claims that "negotiation of meaning, and especially negotiation work that triggers interactional adjustments by the NS or more competent interlocutor, facilitates acquisition (pp. 451-452)". However, no studies have investigated NoM between the NNS of different proficiency levels. Hence, the current study throws further light on the precise meaning of Long's statement since it finds that NNS benefits best when interacting with NNS of higher proficiency level rather than with NS or learners of similar proficiency level. Several reasons may provide an explanation for this finding. First, NSs tend to dismiss NNS' grammatical errors or ambiguous utterances. They appear to focus more on conveying meaning. This seems to parallel first language acquisition studies where caretakers were found to correct children when the choice of vocabulary or sentence meaning was wrong but not when making grammatical errors (e.g., Brown & Hanlon, 1970) . The following excerpt in (6) exemplifies this point in L2: 6) (performing "describing a picture" task) NNS (Low NS2: Yeah. NNS (Low)2 in the above example made a number of grammatical errors (as underlined), however, NS did not call attention to these errors. NSs tend to ignore grammatical errors as long as the content of the message is understood. On the contrary, NNS (High) are shown to be more grammatically sensitive than NS. NNS (High)s pay more attention to their partners' grammatical errors (See the example in (4) above). NNS (High)2 immediately highlighted her partner's incorrect output there have, which the NS2 failed to do.
NSs, on the other hand, attend more to their partners' errors on word choice. They provide more feedback on their incorrect word choice, incorrect word form and collocation errors. In example (7), non-target word choice of very big was used by NNS(L)2 to describe the Chinese culture. NS2 immediately corrected this by uttering the word very rich. During their conversation task, NNS (Low)1 asked NNS (High)1 about where her high school teacher is. NNS (Low)1 became confused when she heard NNS (High)1 use is, and asked NNS (High)1 in Chinese whether it was right for her to use was here. After NNS (High)1 told NNS (Low)1 in Chinese that her teacher is still in China, NNS (Low)1 noticed that she should use is instead of was. Resorting to code switching assisted NNS (Low)1 to revise her grammar knowledge, which allowed her to notice the difference between is and was. As Poole (2005) suggests, code switching assists less competent interlocutor to learn and respond quickly.
7)
The above two reasons provide some clues as to why NNS (Low)-NNS (High) combination performed better in CF related to grammatical errors. To sum up, CF and NoM do differ qualitatively and quantitatively in different combinations of interactions. It was observed in this study that the NNS (Low)-NNS (High) combination outperforms other combinations in CF and NoM, especially in relation to successful outcomes of CF and NoM.
Research question 3. Whether negotiated interaction promotes grammar learning. Mackey (1999) claims that there is a link between interaction and L2 grammatical development. This leads to the prediction that grammatical errors would decrease after the treatment. Indeed, we find that this is the case but we also found, that the learner's proficiency level is inversely proportional to the level of improvement that can be obtained through CF and NoM. This means, roughly, that the lower level learners achieve the greatest benefit from such interaction as Table 13 and Figure 3 show. An obvious reason for the smaller decrease in error rates for NNS (High) is due to the "ceiling effect": their error rates at pre-test were already very low, i.e., 7% with NNS (High)1 and 9% with NNS (High)2, and decreased to 2% for both (approaching native speaker rates). On the other hand, error rates decreased from 38% (18 errors out of 47 contexts) to 14% (7 errors out of 51 contexts) for NNS (Low)1, and from 38% (15 errors out of 40 contexts) to 10% (6 errors out of 61 contexts) for NNS (Low)2.
Conclusion
This study presented an in-depth analysis of Corrective Feedback (CF) and Negotiation of Meaning (NoM) in NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions. The 14 dyads contain interactions: 1) between L2 learners from the same language proficiency level; 2) between a native speaker and a L2 learner and; 3) between learners of different proficiency. This type of design has never been tried in any previous studies.
We posited three research questions. The first asked whether there is a difference between NS-NNS and NNS-NNS groups in terms of CF and NoM. Our data suggest that NNS-NNS interaction provides, at least, a comparable linguistic environment to NS-NNS. Indeed, the outcome of CF in NNS (Low)-NNS (High) combination provided more opportunities for CF and NoM than learner-native speaker combination. Thus, peer learning provides excellent opportunities for second language learning and teaching. The second question asked whether the CF and NoM differ qualitatively and quantitatively in different combinations of interaction. Results revealed that the best CF and NoM outcomes for NNS (Low) were obtained in interaction with NNS (High) rather than with natives. On the other hand, for NNS (High), the best outcomes were obtained in interaction with native speakers. As for quality, different strategies were employed by the lower/higher proficiency level speakers: the lower proficiency level learners resorted to NoM to solve communication problems while the higher proficiency learners used recast to focus interlocutor's attention on errors. This suggests that the difference in levels of proficiency contribute to successful communication in different ways. The last research question queried the relationship between negotiated interaction and grammar learning. Results show that there is a positive relationship: in the post-test all learners made fewer grammatical errors across the various structures investigated in comparison with the pre-test.
This study has practical implications. Given the transition in pedagogy from individual to collaborative learning, L2 learners are now encouraged to work either in groups or in pairs (Richards & Rodgers, 2001 ). This study supports the effectiveness of collaborative learning. Some scholars assert that L2 learning through communicative classes do not gain high level of L2 proficiency or complex form (Ellis, 1996; Higgs & Cliford, 1982; Van, 1988) . They base their argument on the use of choppy interlanguage and pidginized language by less proficient L2 learners, and their use of CF and NoM to convey meaning rather than error correction. However, combinations such as NNS (Low) and NNS (High), are shown here to be effective in grammar learning. In fact, in the current study NNS (Low) received more CF from NNS (High) than from NS. NNS (High) are more experienced in L2 learning and possibly more sensitive to grammatical issues than natives: NNS (High) are able to notice and correct their partners' grammatical errors through negotiated interaction. In contrast, combinations involving NS may result in greater learning effect in pronunciation and vocabulary acquisition, rather than grammar learning.
There are some limitations with this study. Firstly, the number of participants was small, restricting broad generalisability and extensive statistical treatment. Second, this study only examined NNS participants of high and low language proficiency without including intermediate proficiency. Thus, the performance of intermediate level learners when they are grouped with learners of other levels/native speakers and their results on CF and NoM remains an open question. Lastly, a broader investigation relating accuracy and specific items learned by different dyadic combinations would require a more explicit grammatical development framework such as, for instance, Processability Theory (Pienemann, Di Biase, & Kawaguchi, 2005) .
